








 



 



Appendix G-4 
Building Specifications 

 
SPECIFICATIONS SHOW THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION: 

- SEPTIC SYSTEM LAYOUT  
- BUILDING MATERIAL WHICH SHOWS NO ASBESTOS WAS USED 

- TRANSFORMER LOCATIONS 
- WATER WELL LOCATIONS 

- WATER TANK COMPOSITION 
- PIPING LAYOUT 

- PLUMBING DETAILS 
 

 





















Appendix G-5 
Visual Site Inspection Forms 

 
 
 

  
 



VISUAL SITE INSPECTION 
CONDUCTED AT THE 

MOSCOW, MAINE TRANSMITTER SITE 
 
 
√ A grounds inspection to determine the incidence of distressed 
 vegetation, staining of soil, or other indications of potential 
 contamination. 
 
√ A visual inspection of signs of dumping on the site and a 
 determination of what may have been dumped there.  
 
√ A visual inspection for drums, vats, tanks, or other containers, that 
 may contain illegally disposed hazardous materials and wastes. 
 
√ A visual inspection for transformers, substations, and power lines. 
 
√ A visual inspection for vent pipes, fill pipes, or other indicators of 
 underground storage tanks. 
 
√ A visual inspection for the presence of species of threatened or 
 endangered plants or animals. 
 
√ A visual inspection to determine if the area is a wetland or wildlife 
 habitat. 
 
√ A visual inspection for indications of cultural or historical sites. 



Appendix G-6 
Hazardous Materials Inventory 

 
 













 

Amy Stubbs
Note
Add Certifications with current date and Gloria's signature to PDF & hard copies.



Appendix H 
Certifications 

 
 
 

  
 













Appendix I 
Threatened and Endangered Species  

 
  
 
 
 



Threatened and Endangered Plant Species for Somerset County1

Scientific Name Common Name Global 
Rank 

State 
Rank 

State 
Status 

 
Chimaphila maculata Spotted Wintergreen G5 S2 E 

Cynoglossum virginianum var. 
boreale Northern Wild Comfrey G5T4T5 S1 E 

Cypripedium arietinum Ram's-head Lady's-
slipper G3 S1 E 

Galearis spectabilis Showy Orchis G5 S1 E 
Panax quinquefolius American Ginseng G3G4 S2 E 
Prenanthes boottii Boott's Rattlesnake Root G2 S1 E 
Prenanthes nana Dwarf Rattlesnake Root G5 S1 E 

Shepherdia canadensis Canada Buffaloberry G5 S1 E 
Sorghastrum nutans Indian Grass G5 S1 E 
Agrostis mertensii Boreal Bentgrass G5 S2 T 
Arnica lanceolata Hairy Arnica G3 S2 T 

Asplenium trichomanes-ramosum Green Spleenwort G4 S1 T 
Carex capillaris Capillary Sedge G5 S1S2 T 
Carex oronensis Orono Sedge G3 S3 T 
Carex scirpoidea Bulrush Sedge G5 S2 T 

Cryptogramma stelleri Slender Cliffbrake G5 S1 T 
Cypripedium reginae Showy Lady's-slipper G4 S3 T 

Elymus hystrix Bottlebrush Grass G5 S2S3 T 
Hierochloe alpina Alpine Sweet-grass G5 S1 T 
Huperzia selago Alpine Clubmoss G5 S1? T 

Nymphaea leibergii Pygmy Water-lily G5 S1 T 
Potamogeton vaseyi Vasey's Pondweed G4 S2 T 

Quercus bicolor Swamp White Oak G5 S1 T 
Vaccinium boreale Alpine Blueberry G4 S2 T 

Woodsia alpina Northern Woodsia G4 S1 T 
Woodsia glabella Smooth Woodsia G5 S1 T 
Zosterella dubia Water Stargrass G5 S2S3 T 

Allium canadense Wild Garlic G5 S2 SC 
Allium tricoccum Wild Leek G5 S3 SC 

Betula pumila Swamp Birch G5 S2 SC 
Carex bigelowii Bigelow's Sedge G5 S2 SC 
Carex garberi Garber's Sedge G5 S2 SC 
Carex rostrata Blueleaf Sedge G5 S2 SC 

Carex tenuiflora Sparse-flowered Sedge G5 S2 SC 
Clematis occidentalis var. 

occidentalis Purple Clematis G5T5 S2 SC 

Dryopteris fragrans Fragrant Cliff Wood-
fern G5 S3 SC 



(Threatened and Endangered Plant Species for Somerset County continued) 
 

Scientific Name Common Name Global 
Rank 

State 
Rank 

State 
Status 

Dryopteris goldiana Goldie's Wood-fern G4 S2 SC 
Erigeron hyssopifolius Hyssop-leaved Fleabane G5 S2 SC 
Galium kamtschaticum Boreal Bedstraw G5 S2 SC 
Galium labradoricum Bog Bedstraw G5 S2? SC 

Houstonia longifolia var. 
longifolia Long-leaved Bluet G4G5TNR S2S3 SC 

Huperzia appalachiana Appalachian Fir-
clubmoss G4G5 S2 SC 

Juncus stygius ssp. americanus Moor Rush G5T5 S2 SC 
Lonicera oblongifolia Swamp Fly-honeysuckle G4 S3 SC 

Minuartia glabra Smooth Sandwort G4 S3 SC 
Minuartia groenlandica Mountain Sandwort G5 S3 SC 

Platanthera flava var. herbiola Pale Green Orchis G4T4Q S2 SC 
Primula mistassinica Mistassini Primrose G5 S3 SC 

Pyrola minor Lesser Wintergreen G5 S2 SC 
Trichophorum clintonii Clinton's Bulrush G4 S2 SC 

 
1 Information provided by Maine Natural Areas Program 
 



Threatened and Endangered Natural Communities and Ecosystems for 
Somerset County1

Scientific Name Common Name Global 
Rank 

State 
Rank

Acidic cliff - gorge Acidic Cliff GNR S4 
Alder shrub thicket Alder Thicket G4G5 S5 

Appalachian - acadian basin swamp 
ecosystem 

Appalachian - Acadian Basin 
Swamp Ecosystem GNR S4 

Beech - birch - maple forest Northern Hardwoods Forest G3G5 S4 
Bluebell - balsam ragwort shoreline 

outcrop Rivershore Outcrop G3 S3 

Bluejoint meadow Tall Grass Meadow G4G5 S3 
Boreal circumneutral open outcrop Circumneutral Outcrop GNR S2 

Bulrush bed Bulrush Marsh GNR S4 
Cave community Cave Community GNR SU 

Cedar - spruce seepage forest Evergreen Seepage Forest GNR S3 
Crowberry - bilberry summit bald Mid-elevation Bald G2G3 S3 

Dwarf heath - graminoid alpine ridge Heath Alpine Ridge GNR S2 
Hardwood river terrace forest Upper Floodplain Hardwood Forest GNR S2 

Hardwood seepage forest Hardwood Seepage Forest GNR S3 
Hemlock forest Hemlock Forest G4G5 S4 
Jack pine forest Jack Pine Forest G4G5 S1 

Kettlehole bog-pond ecosystem Kettlehole Bog-pond Ecosystem GNR S4 
Labrador tea talus dwarf-shrubland Cold-air Talus Slope G3G5 S2 

Leatherleaf boggy fen Leatherleaf Bog G5 S4 
Low sedge - buckbean fen lawn Low Sedge Fen GNR S3 

Maple - basswood - ash forest Enriched Northern Hardwoods 
Forest GNR S3 

Mixed graminoid - shrub marsh Grassy Shrub Marsh GNR S5 
Northern white cedar swamp Northern White Cedar Swamp GNR S4 

Northern white cedar woodland fen Open Cedar Fen GNR S4 
Patterned fen ecosystem Patterned Fen Ecosystem GNR S3 

Red pine - white pine forest Red and White Pine Forest G3G4 S3 
Red pine woodland Red Pine Woodland G3G5 S3 

Rock outcrop ecosystem Rock Outcrop Ecosystem GNR S4 
Sedge - leatherleaf fen lawn Sedge - Heath Fen G4G5 S4 

Sheep laurel dwarf shrub bog Dwarf Shrub Bog G5 S4 
Shrubby cinquefoil - sedge 

circumneutral fen Circumneutral Fen G2G3 S2 

Silver maple floodplain forest Silver Maple Floodplain Forest GNR S3 
Spruce - fir - broom-moss forest Lower-elevation Spruce - Fir Forest GNR S4 

Spruce - fir - cinnamon fern forest Spruce - Fir Wet Flat GNR S4 
Spruce - fir - northern hardwoods 

ecosystem 
Spruce - Fir - Northern Hardwoods 

Ecosystem GNR S4 



(Threatened and Endangered Natural Communities and Ecosystems 
 for Somerset County continued) 

 

Scientific Name Common Name Global 
Rank 

State 
Rank 

Spruce - fir - wood-sorrel - feather-
moss forest Montane Spruce - Fir Forest G3G5 S4 

Spruce - heath barren Black Spruce Barren G5 S2 
Spruce - larch wooded bog Black Spruce Bog G3G5 S4 

Spruce talus woodland Spruce Rocky Woodland G3G5 S4 
Streamshore ecosystem Streamshore Ecosystem GNR S4 

Sweetgale mixed shrub fen Sweetgale Fen G4G5 S4 
Unpatterned fen ecosystem Unpatterned Fen Ecosystem GNR S4 

White cedar woodland White Cedar Woodland GNR S2 
  
 
1 Information provided by Maine Natural Areas Program 
 



STATE RARITY RANKS 
 
S1 Critically imperiled in Maine because of extreme rarity (five or fewer occurrences or 

very few remaining individuals or acres) or because some aspect of its biology 
makes it especially vulnerable to extirpation from the State of Maine. 

S2 Imperiled in Maine because of rarity (6-20 occurrences or few remaining individuals 
or acres) or because of other factors making it vulnerable to further decline. 

S3 Rare in Maine (on the order of 20-100 occurrences). 
S4 Apparently secure in Maine. 
S5 Demonstrably secure in Maine. 
SH Occurred historically in Maine, and could be rediscovered; not known to have been 
extirpated.  
SU Possibly in peril in Maine, but status uncertain; need more information. 
SX Apparently extirpated in Maine (historically occurring species for which habitat no 
longer exists in Maine). 
 
Note: State Ranks determined by the Maine Natural Areas Program. 

 
GLOBAL RARITY RANKS 

 
G1 Critically imperiled globally because of extreme rarity (five or fewer occurrences or 

very few remaining individuals or acres) or because some aspect of its biology 
makes it especially vulnerable to extirpation from the State of Maine. 

G2 Globally imperiled because of rarity (6-20 occurrences or few remaining individuals 
or acres) or because of other factors making it vulnerable to further decline. 

G3 Globally rare (on the order of 20-100 occurrences). 
G4 Apparently secure globally. 
G5 Demonstrably secure globally. 
 
Note: Global Ranks are determined by NatureServe. 
 T indicates subspecies rank, Q indicates questionable rank, HYB indicates hybrid 
species. 
 

STATE LEGAL STATUS 
 

Note: State legal status is according to 5 M.R.S.A. § 13076-13079, which mandates the 
Department of Conservation to produce and biennially update the official list of Maine's 
endangered and threatened plants.  The list is derived by a technical advisory committee of 
botanists who use data in the Natural Areas Program's database to recommend status 
changes to the Department of Conservation. 
 
E ENDANGERED; Rare and in danger of being lost from the state in the foreseeable 

future, or federally listed as Endangered. 
 
T THREATENED; Rare and, with further decline, could become endangered; or 

federally listed as Threatened. 



 
SC  SPECIAL CONCERN; Rare in Maine, based on available information, but not 

sufficiently rare to be considered Threatened or Endangered. 
 
PE POSSIBLY EXTIRPATED; Not known to currently exist in Maine; not field-

verified (or documented) in Maine over the past 20 years. 
 

FEDERAL STATUS 
 
LE Listed as Endangered at the national level. 
 
LT  Listed as Threatened at the national level. 
 
Please note that species names follow Flora of Maine: A Manual for Identification of Native and 
Naturalized Vascular Plants of Maine, Arthur Haines and Thomas F. Vining, 1998, V.F. Thomas Co., 219 
Dead River Road, Bowdoin, ME 04287. 
 
Where entries appear as binomials, all representatives (subspecies and varieties) of the species are rare in 
Maine; where names appear as trinomials, only that particular variety or subspecies is rare in Maine, not the 
species as a whole. 

 
Visit our web site for more information on rare, threatened and endangered species!  

http://www.state.me.us/doc/nrimc/mnap/factsheets/mnapfact.htm 



Threatened and Endangered Animal Species for Somerset County2

 
 

Scientific Name Common Name Rank 
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx Federally Threatened 

Bartramia 
longicauda Upland Sandpiper State Threatened 

Chlidonias niger Black Tern State Endangered 
Aquila chrysaetos Golden Eagle State Endangered 

Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus Bald Eagle Federally and State 

Threatened 
Falco peregrinus Peregrine Falcon State Endangered 

Cistothorus 
platensis Sedge Wren State Endangered 

Clemmys guttata Spotted Turtle State Threatened 
Leptodea ochracea Tidewater Mucket State Threatened 

Lampsilis cariosa Yellow 
Lampmussell State Threatened 

Siphlonisca 
aerodromia Tomah Mayfly State Threatened 

Ophiogomphus 
howei Pygmy Snaketail State Threatened 

 
2 Information provided by Maine Inland Fisheries and Wildlife
 



Appendix J 
Review Comment Matrix 

 



STATE OF MAINE CONCERNS 
ADDRESSED IN PREVIOUS CORRESPONDENCE  

FROM 2003 EA/EBS 
 

# Page Section/Line# Reviewer Comment Response/Action Taken 
1.   Comments for

2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

 Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ The OTHB-E Radar was built sometime between 1982 & the date 
the Air Force acceptance in 1990.  Is it possible that the builder also 
operated the system in shakedown mode & perhaps produced an 
operations manual? MEDEP is interested in the level of chemical 
usage in the day to day facility operations.  For example, were 
solvents or cleaners applied to the antenna to maintain electrical 
contacts? 

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter 
from AF: No cleaners were applied 
to antenna.  (Addressed in 2006 
EBS:  Cleaners were not used 
above household levels. Pg 2-10 
Line 22-24) 

2.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ NOAA used the OTHB-E Radar starting in 1992. Please identify 
when NOAA usage ceased.  Also, please identify the duration of 
use for counter-narcotics surveillance. 

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter: 
Ceased in August 1997 & 
surveillance ended in the 1995-
1996 timeframe. (2006 EBS: Pg 1-
1; Line 15-19) 

3.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ The text implies no hazardous waste manifests were ever filed.  
Please confirm.  Contracts or operations manuals may provide 
some hint as to why the garages were equipped with hazardous 
waste collection points. 

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter: 
Records show Clean Harbors 
picked up haz. mat. (2006 EBS: 
Pg. 2-11 Line 11-14) 

4.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Please describe the process followed for cooling the transmitter 
with propylene glycol & please identified the equipment cooled 
with ethylene glycol. Given the size of the storage tanks shown in 
the photographs, more information about the use of coolants is 
needed. 

2006 EBS: Pg. 2-11 Lines 1-7  

5.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ The “two small areas of sector one of the transmitter site” should be 
described in more detail. 

2006 EBS: Section 2.9 Pg 2-15  

6.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Section 3.4.13 correctly states that PCBs can be found in electrical 
transformers, however other electrical component such as ballasts 
& switches (& sometimes paint) may contain PCBs or other 
hazardous substances. The extensive list of real property & 
equipment identifies quite a number of switches & load centers 
including model numbers. Please check the specifications for the 
components & verify that they do not contain PCB or other 
hazardous substances. 

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter: 
All electrical equipment will be 
disposed of through DRMO & 
PCB(if applicable)containing 
material will be disposed of in 
accordance with state & federal 
regulations.  (2006 EBS: Sec. 2.13, 
Pg 2-25; App. G-3 has building 
specs) 
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# Page Section/Line# Reviewer Comment Response/Action Taken 
7.   Comments for

2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Please describe whether the antenna or support towers were painted 
& the condition of the paint. It is inexpensive & quick to use XRF 
to verify that paint does not contain lead.  

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter: 
Have not been painted since 
installation. (2006 EBS: Sec. 2.15; 
Pg. 2-26, lines 8-10) 

8.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Given the categories on Table 8.2-1, MEDEP concludes that 
petroleum has been released at 7 of the 9 sectors. Please describe 
each release & the actions taken to correct each release. 

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter: 
Petroleum has not been released at 
all these sites but is simple 
“Potential Env. Concerns” (2006 
EBS: Pg 2-11, Sec. 2.3.2.2, Lines 
18-23) 
 

9.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ The “transmitter power substation” was not evaluated because it is 
not under the control of the Air Force. Please contact the local 
power company & arrange to inspect the area prior to transfer. 

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter: 
Central Maine Power has been 
notified the site will close in 2005-
2007 timeframe. (2006 EBS: Pg 2-
5, Sec. 2.1.3, Lines 11-16) 
 

10.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ “Pic 1” shows a transformer “accessed only by the electric 
company”. It is possible that future power requirements at the 
property will be significantly reduced. Please confirm ownership of 
the transformer & describe the arrangement with the power 
company.  

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter: 
The spare transformer is Air Force 
property. Power company will be 
told when terminating site 
ownership. (2006 EBS: Pg 2-5, 
lines 11-16)  
 

11.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ “Pic 3 & Pic 4” show empty drums. One has a clear “Hazardous 
Waste” label. Please check the records for an indication that 
hazardous waste manifests have been recorded. 

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter: 
Haz Waste manifests couldn’t be 
obtained, remaining waste/empty 
drums will be disposed of in 
accordance with regulations. (2006 
EBS: Pg 2-11, Sec 2.3.2.2) 
 

12.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ “Pic 5” shows 3 dozen nickel-cadmium batteries. Please describe 
procedures to maintain the batteries & the procedures followed for 
replacement & disposal. 

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter: 
Batteries are cleaned on regular 
schedule & replaced when 
required; disposal will take place 
in accordance with regulations. 
(2006 EBS: Pg 2-5, Lines 16-20) 
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# Page Section/Line# Reviewer Comment Response/Action Taken 
13.   Comments for

2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Please clarify the differences between the transformer shown in Pic 
1 (near Sector 1, building, accessed only by the electric company) 
& the substantial transformer shown in Pic 8. (Sector 1 
transformers) 

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter: 
There are 2 substations at Sec. 1, 
w/ 2 transformers in each 
substation. 1 substation is for 
12470 volts the other substation 
next to the sec. 1 building has a 
transformer for 480 volts & 1 for 
208 volts. Note there is a 
substation at each of the 3 sec. w/ 2 
transformers each, 1 for 480 volts 
& 1 for 208 volts. (2006 EBS: Pg 
2-5, Lines 11-14)  
 

14.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Pic 10 shows substantial facilities for storage & distribution of 
coolant. The transmitter site supply/facilities/equipment sheet lists 
DI glycol pads but not tanks. Please identify the capacity of the 
coolant storage & distribution system & its status – has the coolant 
been drained? How was it disposed? 

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter: 
The large blue tank is 75000 gal 
water storage tank & the gray 
cabinets on legs are heat rejecters. 
The glycol is used to heat the water 
tank during winter. Glycol will be 
drained in accordance with regs. 
(2006 EBS: Pg 2-11, Lines 1-7)  
 

15.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Pic 11 shows boxes of transformers. Please clarify further. Are the 
stored transformers spares? Are the stored transformers subject to 
the transfer? Was there a regular schedule for changing out 
transformers when the facility was operational? 

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter: 
Not all boxes are transformers, 
only ~20 are the rest are reactors or 
spare antenna parts.  They were all 
drained in accordance w/ regs.  
(2006 EBS: No longer an issue.  
These boxes have been moved off 
site & are no longer there.) 
 

16.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Pic 14 Please identify the discharge point for the limestone drain in 
the battery room. 

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter: 
The discharge point for the battery 
room is septic tank at sector 2 & 3. 
The discharge point for sector 1 
flows into an underground drain. 
(2006 EBS: Pg 2-5, Lines 18-19) 
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# Page Section/Line# Reviewer Comment Response/Action Taken 
17.   Comments for

2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Pic 15 Please clarify whether the transformers are subject to the 
transfer & provide specifications. Even if the transformers are filled 
with non PCB oil, they may have only scrap value to a transferee, 
& MEDEP has an interest in the fate of the contents.  

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter: 
The transformers will be disposed 
of through DRMO & records will 
be maintained indicating the fate of 
their contents. (2006 EBS: The 
transformers that are not related to 
the lighting of the facility have 
already been removed. Pg 2-25 
lines 18-19) 

18.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Atch 1 Please clarify the meaning of “full operation” in the fifth 
bullet. How much activity was associated with less than full 
operation? Did the contractor conduct pilot or shakedown 
operations? How long did NOAA lease & operate the system? Was 
NOAA provided with Air Force operators or instructions?  

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter: 
The Air Force reduced operations 
between 1994 & 1996 to a min. 
level of contractor personnel, ~15. 
AF active duty personnel were also 
transitioned at this time. NOAA 
personnel never operated the 
OTHB Radar; they used existing 
contractor personnel. (2006 EBS: 
Pg 1-1, Lines 16-17) 
 

19.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Denise Messier 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Atch 2 Please see the comments above on the Final Environmental 
Assessment/Environmental Baseline Statement. Paragraph d 
contradicts the earlier report. Table 8.2-1 lists 7 sectors where 
petroleum has been released. The releases are not described in the 
text. Please describe each release & the actions taken to address it, 
along with any sampling & regulatory information. The EA/EBS 
includes photographs of tanks for coolants & fuels & a number of 
transformers but it does not certify that the fuels, coolants, or oils 
have been removed. 

Response from 7 July, 2004 Letter: 
Petroleum has not been released at 
all these sites but is simple 
“Potential Env. Concerns” (2006 
EBS: Pg 2-11, Sec. 2.3.2.2, Lines 
16-23) 

20.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

 Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ All references to the transfer of the Operations Building in Bangor 
and OTHB West will be put in a background/history section or 
deleted. 

Response: Removed all references 
to other sites except in history 
section. 

21.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ An asbestos survey of both facilities will be preformed and 
documented in section 3.4.12 for disclosure purposes. 

Response: An asbestos survey is 
out of scope for a Phase I EBS.  
Building specs are in G-3 showing 
insulation contained fiberglass not 
asbestos. 
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# Page Section/Line# Reviewer Comment Response/Action Taken 
22.   Comments for

2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ All groundwater wells must be tested for metals, VOCs, SVOCs, 
radon, gross alpha, nitrates, nitrites, pesticides (for pesticides 
known to be used on site), and the Assurance Project Plan to 
MEDEP for review and approval prior sampling and analysis of the 
well water.  

 

Response: Water testing was 
conducted and the results are in 
App. G-3 & discussed on Pg. 2-19 
to 2-20 in hydrology section. 

23.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Figures of each sector for both facilities, showing the locations of 
wells, septic systems, associated buildings, water tanks, 
transformers, etc. will be included.  

Response: Building specs are 
included in App. G-3 & include 
piping layout, transformer 
locations, septic system layout, 
water tank composition, insulation 
material, plumbing layout, & water 
well location. 
 

24.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Any inaccuracies in the current EBS will be explained in a response 
to comment letter to the satisfaction of MEDEP, then inaccurate 
information will deleted from the text of the revised final EBS. 

Response:  This was a statement 
directed to the receiver site & 
Deblois Range, but all statements 
from the previous EA/EBS that 
were inaccurate have been 
corrected/removed.  

25.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ During site visits MEDEP had requested additional information on 
the maintenance materials, in particular paint supplies and cleaning 
supplies that were used at each site.  However, MEDEP found this 
information (MSDS for January 2002) in Appendix F.  It would be 
helpful to reference this information in the text of the EBSs so that 
it can be easily found.  

 

Response: Pg 2-10, Lines 5-7; 
Appendix G-6 has hazardous 
material inventory sheets.  
 

26.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ MEDEP also found the names of the pesticides/herbicides, quantity 
& frequency of the use used at the facility over the years; however 
more information is needed the potential impacts from 
pesticides/herbicides to environmental including persistence and 
impacts to soil, groundwater, surface water, and wildlife.  

Response: It was deemed in the 
EA/EBS (2003) that there was no 
significant impact on soil, 
groundwater, surface water, & 
wildlife or any other areas in the 
human & natural environment 
affected by pesticide & herbicide 
use. (We’ve included water well 
lab results & UST removal report 
which includes soil testing in the 
appendix G-3) 
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# Page Section/Line# Reviewer Comment Response/Action Taken 
27.   Comments for

2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ The EBS should note if there are floor drains, locations, and where 
they discharge. 

Response: Building specs are 
included in App. G-3 & include 
piping layout, transformer 
locations, septic system layout, 
water tank composition, insulation 
material, plumbing layout, & water 
well location. These should be 
sufficient to see floor drains, etc. 

28.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Section 3.4.13 (Polychlorinated Biphenyls): must determine if the 
ban on PCBs preceded the construction of these facilities and 
whether the transformers could have contained transformer oil with 
PCBs. 

Response: The transformers are 
labeled no PCBs (Pg 2-25; Section 
2.13) 

29.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Please discuss the status and disposal of the electrical equipment in 
the buildings. 

Response: It was concluded that 
since the document warranted a 
FONSI that the disposal of the 
electrical equipment in the buildings 
did not pose a significant impact to 
the human & natural environment.  

30.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Since these are remote sites, directions to the sites should be 
provided in the document. 

Response: Not required.  It was 
decided due to security these 
directions would not be included. 

31.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ If the Air Force wants to include the discussion of the “dumps” on 
adjacent property the information should be included in section 5.0 
(Findings on Adjacent Properties).  

Response: This is a true statement.  
During site inspections no 
dumping on the site or adjacent 
properties was observed. 
 

32.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ The additional information provided in the RTC letters (May 14, 
2004 and July 7, 2004 should be incorporated into the revised EBS, 
as necessary. 

Response: Correspondence is in 
Appendix G-1 & previous 
concerns are included in the 
matrix. 

33.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Please provide the dates of the closure reports for the removal of 
the Underground Storage Tanks. 

Response: See Table 2.3-1 on Pg. 
2-13. Reports for their removal are 
also included in Appendix G-3. 

34.  Comments for 
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Section 3.4.2, para 2. Please explain the use of the Above Ground 
Storage Tank in Sector 1. 

Response: Pg. 2-12, Section 
2.3.4.1 discusses ASTs 
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35.   Comments for

2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ Section 3.4.2, par 5.  Please provide a brief explanation of the use 
of propylene glycol and ethylene glycol and the quantity, storage 
arrangements, and ultimate disposal. 

Response: Pg 2-11, Lines 1-7 

36.   Comments for
2003 EA/EBS 
concerning the 
transmitter site 

Claudia Sait 
(MEDEP) 

♦ MEDEP observed the stain on the floor of the Sector 3 building and 
has no further concerns, however please provide a brief description 
of the stain and the pitting for the EBS.  It is doubtful the stain was 
caused by water so the source of the stain should be listed as 
unknown. 

Response: Pg 2-11, Lines 16-19 
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REVIEW COMMENTS FORM ACC 
PRELIMINARY FINAL EBS FOR  

OTHB MOSCOW, MAINE  
SEPTEMBER 27, 2006 

 
# Page Section/Line# Reviewer Comment Response/Action Taken 
1.   Sec. 2.10.2 &

2.10.3 
 State of Maine ♦ In a May 3, 2005 comment letter the MEDEP state that, “All 

groundwater wells must be tested for metals, VOCs, SVOCs, radon, 
gross alpha, nitrates, nitrites, pesticides… and the results 
documented ACC’s response as stated in the Prelim. Final EBS 
was, “Water testing was conducted and the results are in App. G-3 
& discussed on pg. 2-19 to 2-20…” 

♦ The discussion of groundwater in Section 2 relates only to arsenic 
and not to any other substances.  Of the compounds listed in our 
May 3, 2005 letter the groundwater results presented in App G 
provide results only for arsenic, copper, lead, iron, manganese, 
nitrites, and nitrates.  There is no indication that the groundwater 
was sampled for VOCs, SVOCs, radon, gross alpha, pesticides, or 
metals such as zinc and chromium.  These results must be 
submitted with the EBS. 

We have added tables which 
summarize the water results from 
the lab to include nitrates, nitrites, 
etc.  Additional testing was never 
done by the AF so the levels for 
the other components mentioned 
are unknown; however, pesticides 
were never used at the site, only 
aerial spays for vegetation control.   

2.   State of Maine ♦ MEDEP commented in our May 3, 2005 letter more information 
was needed regarding potential impacts from pesticides and 
herbicides to the environment.  ACC responded that, “We’ve 
included water well lab results & UST removal report which 
includes soil testing in the appendix G-3.” 

♦ As discussed above ACC has not provided results of groundwater 
analysis for pesticides.  Also, the UST removal report provided 
only PID readings of soil potentially contaminated by petroleum.  
Was ACC referring to some other soil testing results? 

No other soil test exist, & 
additional testing was never done 
by the AF so the levels for the 
other components mentioned are 
unknown; however, pesticides 
were never used at the site, only 
aerial spays for vegetation control.   

3.   State of Maine ♦ Response 29 in App. J states, "It was concluded that since the 
document warranted a FONSI…"  

♦ Presumably this response is referring to the Finding of No 
Significant Impact in the 2003 EA/EBS.  This is backwards 
reasoning.  The nature of the status and disposal of the electrical 
equipment can support (or not) a FONSI determination, not the 
other way around.  Indeed, the MEDEP has not yet concurred with 
the final EBS and therefore cannot accept the 2003 FONSI 
determination.  Please provide other reasoning why the disposal of 
the electrical equipment in the buildings did not pose a significant 

Contacted the caretakers, Native 
Energy & Technology, Inc. & they 
said the AF instructed them to 
leave all electrical equipment, 
systems, & spare parts on-site & 
these items would be transferred to 
the GSA along with the property.   
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impact to human health and the environment.   

4.   State of Maine ♦ We could not find a response to the second half of Comment 13 in 
our May 3, 2005 letter.  That comment was, “…is MEDEP correct 
in assuming that neither site had an EPA ID number for generating 
hazardous waste?”  Please respond to this comment. 

The site is conditionally exempt 
and therefore does not have an 
EPA ID number.  This has been 
discussed in section 2.3.2. 

5.   State of Maine ♦ From email dated Dec. 7, 2006: 
“The only outstanding issue arises from some confusion on our 
part.  We have commented previously on the lack of analytical 
results for VOCs & SVOCs in groundwater.  Your Oct. 30, 2006 
responses discussed the use of materials potentially containing 
VOCs/SVOCs……If it is not clear whether these products were 
used additional groundwater monitoring will be necessary.  If it is 
clear the EBS will be considered final.”   

As stated in the January 23, 2007 
correspondence in Appendix G-1: 
To summarize, the Air Force has 
not used solvents to clean any 
electrical components at the radar 
site in Moscow. However, there 
was a one-time use of solvents 
(paint thinner) to clean paint 
brushes; however, the paint thinner 
was properly disposed by Clean 
Harbors.  The Air Force switched 
to using disposable brushes 
thereafter due to the disposal 
expense.  Because of the virtual 
non-use of solvents at the Moscow 
ME radar site, we believe that no 
groundwater testing or monitoring 
is warranted. 
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